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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The amendment filed 4/9/04 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-6, 9, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cardweil, Jr. (USPN 3,746,906) in view of Ferenc (USPN 4,866,329). 

4. With respect to claims 1 and 2, Cardweil, Jr. discloses a high brightness lamp 
comprising: a concave reflector (12); an end cap (41) connected with a neck of the 
reflector, the end cap having a fitting for mounting the lamp to an electric socket, 
whereby the lamp is supported from a ceiling; a light source (23) positioned within the 
reflector, with its major axis perpendicular to an axis of the lamp passing through the 
end cap; a lens (13) which covers an open end of the reflector. Cardweil, Jr. discloses 
all the elements of the lamp but is silent as to the beam angle. Ferenc discloses a high 
brightness lamp which emits light with a beam angle which is at least 45 degrees. The 
lamp disclosed by Ferenc is a "wide angle warning light", which would have a beam 
angle of at least 45 degrees and up to 180 degrees. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have the Cardweil, Jr. 
lamp emit light at a beam angle of at least 45 degrees, as exemplified by Ferenc, if a 
wide beam angle is desired. 
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5. With respect to claim 3, Cardwell, Jr. discloses the lamp has a narrow profile, the 
reflector having a diameter which is about twice a height of the reflector and lens 
combined (see Fig. 1). 

6. With respect to claims 4 and 5, Cardwell, Jr. and Ferenc disclose the lamp has a 
narrow profile, but do not specifically disclose the reflector has a ratio of diameter to 
length along the axis which is from about 2.5:1 to about 3.5:1, or about 3:1. However, 
this is a design choice to calculate by experimentation the ratios of the reflector 
diameter to length to determine which values provide the best light conditions. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to have the Cardwell, Jr./Ferenc lamp reflector have a ratio of diameter to length along 
the axis which is from about 2.5:1 to about 3.5:1 , or about 3:1 , to provide for maximum 
brightness. 

7. With respect to claim 6, Cardwell, Jr. does not disclose the lens includes a 
plurality of lenticules which spread the beam. Ferenc discloses the lens (34) includes a 
plurality of lenticules (44) which spread the beam (column 3, lines 4-9). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use 
a plurality of lenticules which spread the beam, in the Cardwell, Jr. lamp lens, if a wide 
beam angle is desired. 

8. With respect to claim 9, Cardwell, Jr. does not disclose the light source is a 
tungsten halogen tube. Ferenc discloses the light source is a tungsten halogen tube 
(column 2, line 51 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
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time the invention was made to use a tungsten lialogen tube instead of the filament 
used by Cardwell, Jr., as this is a functionally equivalent light source. 

9. With respect to claim 10, Ferenc does not disclose the light source is a double 
ended quartz tungsten halogen tube. Ferenc discloses a halogen tube (column 2, lines 
50-51 ). However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the Cardwell, Jr./Ferenc lamp and have the light 
source be a double ended quartz tungsten halogen tube. These are functional 
equivalents. 

10. Claims 11, 12, 14, 15, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cardwell, Jr. (USPN 3,746,906) in view of Ferenc (USPN 4,866,329), 
and further in view of McBride, Jr. et al. (USPN 6,034,473). 

1 1 . With respect to claim 1 1 , Cardwell, Jr. in view of Ferenc disclose all the 
elements, as evidenced in the claim 1 rejection given above, except that the light source 
is positioned between a focal point of the reflector and the lens. McBride, Jr. et al. 
disclose the light source is positioned between a focal point of the reflector and the lens 
(column 2, lines 25-27). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to further modify the Cardwell, Jr. in view of Ferenc 
lamp and have the light source positioned between a focal point of the reflector and the 
lens, as taught by McBride, Jr. et al., to provide a greater light output than is achievable 
by positioning the light source at the focal point of the reflector (Abstract). 

12. With respect to claims 12 and 14, Cardwell, Jr. in view of Ferenc disclose all the 
elements, as evidenced in the claim 1 and claim 4 rejections given above, except for 
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positioning the light source of the lamp between the focal point of the reflector and the 
lens. McBride, Jr. et al. disclose the light source is positioned between a focal point of 
the reflector and the lens (column 2, lines 25-27). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the 
Cardwell, Jr. in view of Ferenc lamp and have the light source positioned between a 
focal point of the reflector and the lens, as taught by McBride, Jr. et al., to provide a 
greater light output than is achievable by positioning the light source at the focal point of 
the reflector (Abstract). 

13. With respect to claim 15, Cardwell, Jr. does not disclose the lens includes a 
plurality of lenticules for spreading the beam. Ferenc discloses the lens (34) includes a 
plurality of lenticules (44) for spreading the beam (column 3, lines 4-9). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use 
a plurality of lenticules for spreading the beam in the Cardwell, Jr. lamp lens, if a wide 
beam angle is desired. 

14. With respect to claim 18, Cardwell, Jr. does not disclose the light source is a 
tungsten halogen lamp. Ferenc discloses the light source is a tungsten halogen lamp 
(column 2, line 51 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use a tungsten halogen lamp instead of the filament 
used by Cardwell, Jr., as this is a functionally equivalent light source. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

15. Claims 7, 8, 16, 17, and 20 are allowed for the reasons cited in the previous 
office action. 
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Response to Arguments 



16. Applicant's arguments filed 4/9/04 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., even light pattern and even light distribution and even beam pattern) are not 
recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re 
Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

17. Applicants believe the Ferenc lens would not be acceptable in the Cardwell, Jr. 
lamp. However, Cardwell, Jr. discloses all the elements of claim 1 except the beam 
angle of the emitted light. Ferenc was only relied upon as a teaching that lamps which 
emit light with a beam angle which is at least 45 degrees is not novel. In fact, it is 
obvious that the Cardwell, Jr. lamp emits light at a beam angle which is at least 45 
degrees, based on the basic principles of optics. Fig. 1 is shown below: 
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Based on the location of the filament (23) with respect to the reflector (12) and the glass 
cover (13), it is obvious that the light would be emitted at a beam angle of 45 degrees 
and even greater. Thus, the rejection is maintained. 

Applicants believe the McBride Jr. et al. reference relied upon for claim 1 1 
teaches away from the present invention in that the placement of the light source 
between the focal point of the reflector and the lens would result in a spotlight, with 
lower side illumination. McBride Jr. et al. teach that this arrangement in a parabolic 
reflector would result in greater light output than is achievable by positioning the light 
source at the focal point of the reflector. McBride Jr. et al. do not disclose this 
positioning would only be beneficial for a theatrical spotlight. And, it is obvious to one of 
ordinary skill that this teaching of achieving greater light output by the specific 
placement of the light source with respect to the focal point and the lens could be 
applied to any situation where greater light output is desired. 

Conclusion 

18. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

19. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jurie Yun whose telephone number is 571 272-2497. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ed Click can be reached on 571 272-2490. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 





